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https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/electricity-distribution-company-performance-2010-2015
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https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/docs/2015/08/performance_reporting_open_letter_270715.pdf
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/docs/performance_reporting_next_steps_101215_0.pdf
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Some consistent themes 

on importance of obligations

Very important

Not at all important
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Customer 

satisfaction

Environmental 

impact

Social 

obligations

Finance

Reliability + 

availability

Safety

Connections

Innovations
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Customer Satisfaction 

Survey Score
2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

DNO 1 7.59 8.08 8.28

DNO 2 7.79 8.18 8.19

DNO 3 7.81 8.07 8.26

DNO 4 8.31 8.63 8.69

DNO 5 8.46 8.76 8.77

DNO 6 8.59 8.72 8.80

DNO 7 8.59 8.74 8.74

DNO 8 7.29 7.98 8.27

DNO 9 7.78 8.17 8.44

DNO 10 7.82 8.21 8.49

DNO 11 7.77 8.29 8.39

DNO 12 7.91 8.37 8.40

DNO 13 8.35 8.46 8.65

DNO 14 7.89 8.10 8.05

Average (target) 8.00 8.34 8.46

• Panellists were familiar with 
customer satisfaction surveys

• Data for 14 DNOs was considered by 
some to be too much and difficult to 
make a comparison

• Few noticed the average

• Panellists were unsure how to judge 
whether differences between scores 
were meaningful, and therefore 
found it difficult to determine good 
or bad performance

DNO Business Carbon Footprint

DNO

 Total 

Reduction 

(2010-14) 

Rank

DNO 4 -33% 1

DNO 2 -31% 2

DNO 11 -26% 3

DNO 14 -21% 4

DNO 5 -15% 5

DNO 6 -14% 6

DNO 12 -9% 7

DNO 13 -8% 8

DNO 9 -4% 9

DNO 1 -4% 10

DNO 7 -2% 11

DNO 3 0% 12

DNO 8 1% 13

DNO 10 26% 14

• Panellists felt unable to compare DNOs 
without knowing how big the carbon 
footprint was the previous year

• Ranking was helpful for many; however 
some Panellists were confused by the 
use of negative figures in the ‘total 
reduction’ column – perceiving this to 
be a double negative and thus 
assuming that DNO 10 was performing 
well



 

“

DNO Customer numbers - 2010-2015 (DPCR5)

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

DNO 1 2,359,391    2,364,446    2,368,572    2,371,790    2,375,305    

DNO 2 1,575,686    1,581,420    1,583,627    1,586,437    1,590,615    

DNO 3 2,258,404    2,266,464    2,272,386    2,277,373    2,284,044    

DNO 4 2,446,951    2,462,123    2,469,953    2,448,930    2,455,914    

DNO 5 2,614,165    2,623,103    2,619,183    2,604,846    2,613,507    

DNO 6 1,099,333    1,103,465    1,108,168    1,113,015    1,117,685    

DNO 7 1,541,188    1,551,046    1,561,137    1,570,645    1,579,687    

DNO 8 2,251,892    2,267,440    2,279,053    2,286,322    2,298,560    

DNO 9 2,233,288    2,247,823    2,257,968    2,262,882    2,271,189    

DNO 10 3,516,859    3,537,357    3,556,281    3,565,115    3,581,606    

DNO 11 1,992,998    1,994,241    1,996,169    1,996,758    1,998,881    

DNO 12 1,485,153    1,487,412    1,490,883    1,494,271    1,499,500    

DNO 13 740,768       745,907       750,446       754,258       757,906       

DNO 14 2,934,581    2,952,565    2,967,585    2,984,187    3,000,058    

GB 29,050,657 29,184,812 29,281,411 29,316,829 29,424,457 

• Panellists found the 
numbers too large to be 
able to calculate differences 
between years and DNOs

• Many found the amount of 
data overwhelming

• They also could not work 
out why this level of detail 
on customer numbers over 
time was relevant to them



• Panellists liked the visual 
presentation of trends in 
the data over time

• They were able to identify 
the narrative around 
increasing spend

• But they were unsure what 
forecast and allowances 
were and thus how they 
should be interpreted

• Panellists wanted 
information on how this 
compared to other DNOs

• Panellists liked the visual 
presentation of trends in data 
over time

• They were able to identify the 
narrative around decreasing 
interruptions

• But they were unsure of the 
definition of an ‘interruption’, 
and whether to place greater 
importance on number or 
duration of interruptions.

• Panellists wanted information 
on how this compared to other 
DNOs



 

• Panellists liked the simplicity 
and relevance of the message 
and felt the graphic was a 
‘nice touch’

• They could imagine this being 
added to an electricity bill or 
annual statement

• However they felt unable to 
assess whether this was good 
or bad without trend or 
comparator data



Between 2010 and 

2015, DNOs spent 

£30 million in total 

to underground a 

total of 168kms of 

lines in National 

Parks and Areas of 

Outstanding Natural 

Beauty

• Panellists felt this statement 
contained too much assumed 
knowledge around what 
undergrounding was and 
whether this was a good or a 
bad thing for the 
environment.

• Panellists asked for points of 
reference – mainly how this 
performed compared to 
expected targets

In 2015, on 

average 53% of 

customers 

experienced an 

interruption. 

The average 

duration of an 

interruption 

was 47 minutes.

• Panellists were unsure 
how an interruption was 
defined

• But did understand the 
concept of an average 
over the course of a year.

• They asked for points of 
reference to assess how 
this compared to previous 
years and other DNOs 



 

 

• Panellists thought this was an 
eye catching overview and 
easy to grasp

• The felt the categories were 
appropriate and in offered 
the right level of detail

• Most did not recognise that 
the size of the boxes was in 
proportion to the money 
spent on a specific area

• Panellists were less 
concerned about offering 
comparisons to previous 
years and other DNOs
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Points of reference - finance

In your area, the average annual electricity distribution 

charge per household was £130 in 2014-15….

Initial 

statement –

1st part of 

sentence

Option A: …this compares 

to an average of £100 per 

household nationally

Option B: …this ranks as the 

3rd most expensive area 

compared to 14 areas 

across GB

Option C: …this compares 

to an average of £105 per 

household in your area in 

2013-14

Option D: ...this compares to 

an average of £110 per 

household in the DNO area 

that is most similar to 

yours

2nd part of 

sentence



 

• Panellists were familiar with 
this style of reporting in other 
contexts

• Many liked the red, amber, 
green ratings and could 
compare across outputs

• Most did not question how 
judgements were made, but 
some did ask whether low, 
middle, high was the right 
terminology to match red-
green ratings

• Some requested additional 
information to compare 
performance against other 
DNOs



Reliability and 

Availability

Targets met?

Customer 

Satisfaction

Reducing 

Environmental 

Impact

DNO 

1  Reward 

DNO 

2 ! No Reward !
DNO 

3  Reward 

DNO 

4  Reward 

DNO 

5  Penalty 

DNO 

6  Reward 

• Panellists were confused by 
unfamiliar terminology such as 
rewards and penalties, or ticks 
and crosses and exclamation 
marks

• There was less recognition of 
the use of colours than in the 
traffic light example

• Panellists expected columns to 
relate to each other and found 
it confusing that DNO 5 had 
both penalties and ticks
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